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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on May 5, 2004 has been entered. 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the grooves in the first plate which 
are immediately above the grooves in the second plate as defined in claim 30 (with regard to the 
embodiment shown in figure 1), the laterally offset grooves defined in claim 31 (with regard to 
the embodiment shown in figure 1), the recess in the plate as defined in claim 39, the fibers 
resting against the edge as defined in claim 42, and the recess defined in claim 43 must be shown 
or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because on line 3 "plastics" should 
apparently be "plastic". On line 6, "thereof, At" should apparently be "thereof. At". Correction 
is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 
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The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: on page 4, line 9, 
"Fig. 5" should apparently be "Fig. 1". On page 4, lines 15-16, "Fig. 1" should apparently be 
"Fig. 2". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 29-31 and 38-46 are objected to because of the following informalities: In claim 
29, last line, "the light source device" should apparently be "the at least one elongate light source 
device" to be consistent with claim 29, line 6. In claim 38, line 8, "the light source device" 
should be "the at least one elongate light source" in order to be consistent with the language used 
in claim 38, line 6. In claim 38, lines 3,5, and 7, "the plate" should be "the at least one plate". In 
claim 38, lines 12 and 13, claim 39, line 2, and claim 40, line 2, "the light distribution plate" 
should be "the at least one light distribution plate". In claim 41, line 8, "the light source device" 
should be "the at least one elongate light source" in order to be consistent with the language used 
in claim 41, line 6. In claim 41, lines 3,5, and 7, "the plate" should be "the at least one plate". In 
claim 41, lines 12 and 13, claim 42, line 2, and claim 43, line 2, "the light distribution plate" 
should be "the at least one light distribution plate". In claim 44, lines 3,5, and 7, "the plate" 
should be "the at least one plate". In claim 44, lines 10,1 1,12, and 14-15 "the light distribution 
plate" should be "the at least one light distribution plate". In claims 53 and 54, lines 3,5, and 7, 
"the plate" should be "the at least one plate". In claim 53, lines 10 and 1 1, "the light distribution 
plate" should be "the at least one light distribution plate". In claim 54, lines 8-9 and 10-1 1, "the 
light distribution plate" should be "the at least one light distribution plate". Appropriate 
correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

Claims 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. Stating in claim 30 that the grooves in the first light plate are parallel with and 
immediately above the grooves in the second light distribution plate is considered to be new 
matter. Claim 29 is directed to the embodiment shown in figure 1 and the applicant fails to show 
or define in the specification that the grooves in the first plate are immediately above the grooves 
in the second plate. The applicant defines in the specification, page 5, lines 23-25, that the 
grooves in the first plate are immediately above the grooves in the second plate with regard to 
the embodiment shown in figure 2. Stating in claim 3 1 that the grooves in the first light plate are 
laterally offset with the grooves in the second light distribution plate is considered to be new 
matter. Claim 29 is directed to the embodiment shown in figure 1 and the applicant fails to show 
or define in the specification that the grooves in the first plate are laterally offset with the 
grooves in the second plate. The applicant defines in the specification, page 5, lines 25-27, that 
the grooves in the first plate are laterally offset with regard to the grooves in the second plate 
with regard to the embodiment shown in figure 2. 

Claims 38-43 and 47-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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In claim 38, lines 6-9 are misdescriptive since the plurality of light-emitting diodes are 
not an "elongate light source device" extending transverse to the parallel grooves as indicated in 
these lines. In claim 41, lines 6-9 are misdescriptive since the plurality of optical fibers are not 
an "elonagate light source device" extending transverse to the parallel grooves as indicated in 
these lines. In claim 47,lines 7-8, it is not clear which grooves are being referred to by the 
phrase "the parallel grooves", i.e. the grooves in the first plate or the second plate. In claim 47, 
lines 8 and 13, it is not clear which plate is being referred to in the phrase "the plate", i.e. the first 
plate or the second plate. In claim 47, lines 12 and 14-15, it is not clear which light distribution 
plate is being referred to in the phrase "the light distribution plate", i.e. the first plate or the 
second plate. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 35 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Osakada et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,521,796). 

Osakada et al. shows in figures 1-7 an illuminated panel arrangement comprising at least 
one clear transparent plate (1) having opposite side faces, one of the sides of the plate being 
provided with a plurality of parallel grooves (13), at least one elongate light source (41) 
extednding transverse to the parallel grooves and located along at least one of the ends, a light 
diffuser plate (43) positioned adjacent to the other side face of the plate, a light reflector plate 
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(42) positioned adjacent to the one side face, and the grooves (13) increase in width and depth in 
a direction away from the light source device. In regard to claim 53, Osakada et al. discloses in 
column 5, lines 31-33, that the grooves widths are between .005mm-. 6mm. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 54 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Osakada et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,521,796) in view of Ciupke et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,461,547). 

Osakada et al. shows in figures 1-7 an illuminated panel arrangement comprising at least 
one clear transparent plate (1) having opposite side faces, one of the sides of the plate being 
provided with a plurality of parallel grooves (13), at least one elongate light source (41) 
extednding transverse to the parallel grooves and located along at least one of the ends, a light 
diffuser plate (43) positioned adjacent to the other side face of the plate, a light reflector plate 
(42) positioned adjacent to the one side face. Osakada et al. does not disclose whether the 
diffuser (43) is made from a film. Ciupke et al. shows in figure 2 an illuminated display that 
includes a diffuser (31) that is made from a film, see column 3, lines 15-25. In view of the 
teachings of Ciupke et al. it would have been an obvious to one in the art to modify Osakada et 
al. by making the diffuser from a film since this would allow the light to be diffused in a better 
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and less expensive manner and it is considered within one skilled in the art make the diffuser out 
of any material as desired. 

Claims 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Osakada et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,521,796) in view of Ohe (U.S. Patent No. 4,729,068). 

Osakada et al. shows in figures 1-7 an illuminated panel arrangement comprising at least 
one clear transparent plate (1) having opposite side faces, one of the sides of the plate being 
provided with a plurality of parallel grooves (13), at least one elongate light source (41) 
extednding transverse to the parallel grooves and located along at least one of the ends, and a 
light diffuser plate (43) positioned adjacent to the other side face of the plate. Osakada et al. 
does not disclose whether the light diffuser plate is an opal plate. Ohe discloses in column 1, 
lines 20-22 that the idea of making a light diffuser plate from an opal plate is conventional. In 
view of the teachings of Ohe it would have been obvious to one in the art to modify Osakada et 
al. by making the light diffuser plate from an opal plate since this would allow the light to be 
diffused in an easier, cheaper, and better manner. In regard to claim 33, Osakada et al. discloses 
the idea of making the transparent plate (1) between .5mm and 80mm. In regard to claim 34, 
Osakada et al. discloses the use of a light reflector plate (42) positioned adjacent to the one side 
face. 

Claims 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Osakada et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,521,796) in view of Blanchet (U.S. Patent No. 4,81 1,507). 
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Osakada et al. shows in figures 1-7 an illuminated panel arrangement comprising at least 
one clear transparent plate (1) having opposite side faces, one of the sides of the plate being 
provided with a plurality of parallel grooves (13), at least one elongate light source (41) 
extednding transverse to the parallel grooves and located along at least one of the ends, and a 
light diffuser plate (43) positioned adjacent to the other side face of the plate. Osakada et al. 
does not disclose placing a second light source device along a second end of the plate and 
making at least one of a width and a depth of the grooves, as seen from each of the light sources, 
increase until about a point midway between the light sources. Osakada et al. shows in figure 7 
that the grooves (13) increase in width and depth in a direction away from the light source 
device. Blanchet shows in figure 1 the idea of placing light sources (2,3) at each end of the plate 
and increasing the depth of the grooves, as seen from each of the light sources, until about a 
point midway between the light sources. In view of the teachings of Blanchet it would have been 
obvious to one in the art to modify Osakada et al. by placing a second light source on the second 
end of the plate and increasing the depth of the grooves until about a point midway between the 
light sources since this would allow the plate to be illuminated in a more brilliant manner which 
would allow the plate to illuminate a display in a better and more brilliant manner. In regard to 
claim 37, Osakada et al. shows in figures 6-8 that the depth and width increase in a non-linear 
manner. 

Claims 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Osakada et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,521,796) in view of Tokunaga (U.S. Patent No. 5,375,043) or Redmond et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,664,862). 
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Osakada et al. shows in figures 1-7 an illuminated panel arrangement comprising at least 
one clear transparent plate (1) having opposite side faces, one of the sides of the plate being 
provided with a plurality of parallel grooves (13), at least one elongate light source (41) 
extednding transverse to the parallel grooves and located along at least one of the ends, and a 
light diffuser plate (43) positioned adjacent to the other side face of the plate. Osakada et al. 
does not disclose making the at least one elongate light source in the form of light emitting 
diodes. Tokunaga shows in figures 1 and 2 a plate (1) that includes light emitting diodes (2) 
mounted into holes (lb) placed in the sides of the plate. Redmond et al. shows in figure 2 a plate 
(13) that includes light emitting diodes (47) mounted into holes placed in the sides of the plate, 
see column 3, lines 64-68. In view of the teachings of Tokunaga or Redmond et al. it would 
have been obvious to one in the art to modify Osakada et al. by replacing the light source (41) 
with light emitting diodes since this would reduce the amount of heat generated by the light 
source, would reduce the amount of energy required to power the light source, and would reduce 
maintenance costs, i.e. led's last a lot longer than other types of light sources. In regard to claim 
39, Tokunaga and Redmond et al. show that the light emitting diodes are placed within holes in 
the sides of the plate. In regard to claim 40, it would have been an obvious matter of design 
choice to provide approximately as many light emitting diodes as grooves in the plate since the 
applicant fails to provide any advantage to making the number of leds and grooves 
approximately equal and the number of light emitting diodes used by Osakada et al. in view of 
Tokunaga or Redmond et al would work equally as well. Further, it is considered within one 
skilled in the art to vary the number of light emitting diodes based upon the desired brightness of 
the display. 
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Claims 41-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Osakada et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,521,796) in view of Shahidi-Hamedani et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,165,187). 

Osakada et al. shows in figures 1-7 an illuminated panel arrangement comprising at least 
one clear transparent plate (1) having opposite side faces, one of the sides of the plate being 
provided with a plurality of parallel grooves (13), at least one elongate light source (41) 
extednding transverse to the parallel grooves and located along at least one of the ends, and a 
light diffuser plate (43) positioned adjacent to the other side face of the plate. Osakada et al. 
does not disclose making the at least one elongate light source in the form of a light emitting 
diode which supplies a plurality of optical fibers. Shahidi-Hamedani et al. shows in figure 1 A a 
plate (2) that includes a light emitting diode (20) which supplies a plurality of optical fibers (12) 
which are received in a recess in the plate. Shahidi-Hamedani et al. discloses in column 3, lines 
1-3 that the light source can be a light emitting diode. In view of the teachings of Shahidi- 
Hamedani et al. it would have been obvious to one in the art to modify Osakada et al. by 
replacing the light source (41) with a light emitting diode and optical fibers since this would 
reduce the amount of heat generated by the light source, would reduce the amount of energy 
required to power the light source, and would reduce maintenance costs, i.e. led's last a lot 
longer than other types of light sources. In regard to claim 42, Osakada et al. in view of Shahidi- 
Hamedani et al. does not disclose resting the output ends of the fibers against the end edge of the 
plate. It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to place the output ends against the 
end edge of the plate since the applicant fails to define any advantage to placing the output ends 
against the end edge and placing the output ends within a recess as taught by Osakada et al. in 
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view of Shahidi-Hamedani et al. would work equally well. In regard to claim 43, Shahidi- 
Hamedani et al. shows in figure 1 A that the output ends of the fibers are placed within a recess in 
the plate. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 47 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Claims 48-52 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C, 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claims 29 and 44-46 are allowable over the prior art of record but include objections, as 
indicated above, which must be corrected before the claims can be allowed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian K. Green whose telephone number is (703) 308-101 1. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7am-3 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lesley Morris can be reached on (703) 308-0629. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

BRIAN K. GREEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

bkg 

June 1,2004 



